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As you know, I have been following the correspondence between Philip 
Morris Germany and Mr/ Rudolph Schlenker at the Verband. Apart 
from the position which Philip Morris Germany has taken with respect 
to the code and their membership in the Verband, there Is also the 
Issue regarding the deportment of the Director of the Institute. The 
point here Is that the Director Is definitely maneuvering In such a way 
that his results cannot be challenged. His behavior 13 reminiscent of 
our experiences with Dr. Auerbach and the American Cancer Society. 



In our frame of reference the presentation by Dr. Dontenwlll of his 
results to the Tobacco Working Group at the National Cancer Institute 
on November 13, 1972, does not constitute a publication In the generally 
accepted sense, because It did not involve a proper peer review such as 
one would experience If the manuscript had been submitted to a reputable 
scientific journal. Furthermore, the timing of the press conference In 
Germany on November 21, 1972, was such that, even had the Intention of 
Dr. Dontenwlll been to get some kind of feedback from the experts who 
heard his presentation at Bethesda, the mechanics of timing and distance 
would have made It very difficult. It Is true that the text of the paper was 
ultimately distributed to the members of the Tobacco Working Group, but 
the distribution was delayed so that they received It after the press con¬ 
ference. The statement In the press conference that the material had been 
published was thus a falsification of the real situation. He went through 
the motions, but he really wasn’t Interested in a critical review of his data. 


Why Dontenwlll should choose to come to the United States for presentation 
and publication of his results 13 an Interesting subject for speculation. His 
earlier papers appeared In the German journal Zeitschrlft fOr Krebsforschung 
and It would seem reasonable that he should continue to publish there. Unless . Q 
of course, his papers were not well received over there. The Continental gW*' 
Europeans are not as strong on smoking and cancer as the U.S. medical 
researchers. Furthermore, Dontenwlll's concept of laryngeal leucoplakla 
In hamsters as being precancerous seems to be much more enthusiastically 
accepted In the U.S. than In Europe. I know that hl3 presentation In Gatlln- 
burg, where he first described his concept In 1970, was enthusiastically 
received by U.S. cancer research workers. I am sure that Dr. Dontenwlll 
has an open Invitation to appear at the N.C.I. and before the Tobacco Working 
Group. Dr3. U. Safflottl, G. Gorl, and others are accepting Dr. Dontenwlll's 
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hamster Inhalation procedure as a useful bloassay for tobacco smoke carclno- 
Jenesls. Others say he has not demonstrated dose-response relationship and 
^therefore the method is of doubtful value. 

JK 

|f Since so much of the interpretation and conclusions in work of this type 

depend on the pathological evaluation, and since pathologists do often disagree 
with each other, Dr. Dontenwlll could strengthen his position by setting up 
his own committee of pathologists to examine his slides. / Members of the 
committee should be given the slides first for independent and blind evaluation. 
They should then be called together to discuss those slides in which there are 
disagreements. (A precedent for this type of study was reported on page 173 
of the ’64 Report to the Surgeon General. Such a "workshop" was organized 
to settle a question of typing lung cancers.) We have criticized Dr. Auerbach 
for not following thi3 procedure, and it would be consistent with such criticism 
to do the thing properly in work supported by the tobacco Industry. I am per¬ 
sonally convinced that if such a procedure were followed, it would not hinder 
the cause of the industry. It is quite likely that other pathologists would be 
more conservative in arriving at Dr. Dontenwill's conclusions about precan- 
cerous lesions. I think he probably feel3 this and therefore has taken steps 
to avoid the confrontation. 


I believe that in our criticism of Dr. Dontenwlll and the Verband we should 
also be constructive. We should advise Mr. Scblenker in some tactful manner 
the scientific formalities regarding review and publication. 1 suspect that the 
niceties of this business are probably not known to either Mr. Schlenker or the 
Managing Committee erf the Institute. Furthermore their lack of rapport with 
even their own scientists would preclude their education on this matter. A 
luncheon conversation with Mr. Schlenker might be useful not only for German 
but also for U.S. Interests. 



cc: Mr. C. H. Goldsmith 
Mr. A. Holtzman 
Dr. M. Hausermann 


O' 

o 

o 

N 

cn 

<75 
C£ 







u 


7/www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu/ 



